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Leandra A. Bedini and Yu-mei Wu 
The quality ofresearch in therapeutic recreation is an important issue fortoday's therapeu­
tic recreation professionals. Pressures for efficacy studies to prove the worth of therapeutic 
. recreation as an intervention are prominent. The purpose of this study was to examine the 
type and quality of research methodology in articles published in the Therapeutic Recre­
ation Journal in the years 1986 through 1990. A total of 46 articles were reviewed for 
methodological adequacy on five criteria areas. Results indicated that use oftheory, sophis­
tication of designs, strength of measurement, and application continue to be areas of con­
cerns in therapeutic recreation research. Implications and recommendations for practi­
tioners and researchers are presented. 
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The status of research in therapeutic rec­ the theoretical, design, and analysis compo­
reation is' a concern that has attracted in- nents of an investigation" (p. 70). Profes ... 
, creased attention in recent years. According sionalliterature about research in therapeu­
to Fawcett and Downs (1986), the function tic recreation has suggested that the quality 
of research is either to test or to generate of research in the field might warrant exami­
theory, Additionally, the value ofresearch is nation (cf. Iso-Ahola, 1988; Witt, 1988). 
based on "the logical consistency between Determining methodological quality, or the 
Bedini is an Assistant Professor in the Leisure Studies Department at the University q{ 
North Carolina at Greensboro. Wu was a Graduate Student completing her work in 
therapeuti,c.recreation at the time ofthis research. The authors wish to thank Lynn Hecht 
for help with data input and the Therapeutic Recreation Journal reviewersfor their helpful 
comments. 
Second Quarter 1994 87 
Bedini, L. A. & Wu, Y. (1994). A methodological review of research in the Therapeutic  
Recreation Journal from 1986 to 1990. Therapeutic Recreation Journal, 28, (2), 87-98.  
Made available courtesy of National Recreation and Park Association: http://www.nrpa.org/ 
*** Note: This document may be reprinted and distributed for non-commercial and educational 
 purposes only, and not for resale. No resale use may be made of material on this web site at any time. 
 All other rights reserved 
soundness of research studies, is important 
in the development ofa professional body of 
knowledge in therapeutic recreation. 
Iso-Ahola (1988) stated that although 
therapeutic recreation can be considered 
one of the most advanced areas of recre­
ation studies, the amount and quality of re­
search published is lacking. Several weak­
nesses in therapeutic recreation research 
have been identified. For example, Iso­
Ahola (1988) noted that little research exists 
about the efficacy of therapeutic recreation 
for people with disabilities. Similarly, the 
Temple National Consensus Conference on 
the Benefits of Therapeutic Recreation in 
Rehabilitation (Coyle, Kinney, Riley, & 
Shank, 1991) generated recommendations 
that repeatedly cited efficacy as a major 
need in therapeutic recreation research. 
Health issues that include accountability 
and third party reimbursement also have 
mandated more and better designed re­
search studies to prove the worth of thera­
peutic recreation as a viable intervention in 
rehabilitation arena (cf. Malkin, 1993). 
Another concern in therapeutic recre­
ation research has been the limited types of 
methodologies being used. The need for a 
greater variety of methods has been recom­
mended to assure that the interventions 
under investigation are represented accu­
rately (cf. Compton, 1989; Coyle, et aI., 
1991; McCormick, Scott, & Dattilo, 1991). 
Mannell (1983) and Iso-Ahola (1988) both 
noted an ove,ruse of the survey method in 
therapeutic recreation research. Addition­
ally, the quality of research design has been 
a serious concern. For example, the use of 
control groups (Dattilo, McCormick, & 
Scott, 1991; Mannell, 1983) and randomiza­
tion (Mannell, 1983) traditionally have 
been poor. 
More follow-up and longitudinal studies 
have been recommended in therapeutic rec­
reation research (Caldwell, 1991; Compton, 
1989; Dunn, 1991; Lyons, 1991; Witt, 
1988). Much ofthe research in leisure stud­
ies to date is what Iso-Ahola (1986) called 
"shotgun affairs," studies standing alone 

with little regard for systematically develop­

ing or continuing existing research ideas. 

Research in therapeutic rect:eation has not 

avoided this limitation. 

Riddick, DeSchriver, and Weissinger 
(1984) determined that leisure research in 
general needed to address the limited use 
conceptual and theoretical frameworks. 
Ellis (1993) noted that the "dearth of 
theory" (p. 50) in therapeutic recreation is a 
major problem in therapeutic recreation re­
search. Shank, Kinney, & Coyle (1993) 
clearly stated that therapeutic recreation re­
search should be "driven by a theoretical 
framework" (p. 305). Therapeutic recre- , 
ation research, however, has demonstrated 
a poor use of theory as well as limited re~ 
search generated from other disciplines, ' , 
(Rickards, 1985; Witt, 1988). Witt (1988) , 
'also identified poor validity and reliability,", 
in therapeutic recreation studies as seriously 
compromising the confidence with which 
readers can believe and apply the results 9f 
research presentedL 
For a profession to improve, it must 
low critical self-examination (Riddick et al;, 
1984). The field of therapeutic recreation 
must examine its status as an effective com­
ponent ofhealth care. Research that can es- " 
tablish efficacy and increase the body of ' 
knowledge becomes essential. The many so­
cial, political, and economic changes occur­
ring today in society pose a potential 
to any health-oriented field that cannot jus­
tify its existence. To address these changes 
and survive as a profession, as well as to guar: 
antee quality service to its consumers, 
field of therapeutic recreation must 
itsown worth. Examining the 
apeutic research and addressing the 
nesses will be essential in the next 
The purpose of this study, therefore, was 
examine the type and quality of res<ear<~ll 
methodology in articles published in 
Therapeutic Recreation Journal (TRJ) 
tween the years 1986 and 1990. Spedfilcall:y, 

this study (a) evaluated the researchmelthOcl~ 
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,gYi1g.Ull"~,.~'l~\"'''''' criteria, (b) identified 
weaknesses in methodology, and (c) 
implications for therapeutic rec­
researchers and practitioners. 
conceptual framework for this 
therefore, was methodological sound­
and Hausen (1981) defined re­
as a "systematic, formal, rigorous, 
precise process employed to gain solu­
o problems and/or to discover and in­
new facts and relationships" (p. I). 
field of therapeutic recreation clearly is 
•need of determining solutions to a myr­
of problems that affect the viability of 
as wen as the care for its consumers. 
the premise that the purpose of re­
is to test or to generate theory (Faw-
Downs, 1986), adequacy ofme tho dol­
ormethodological soundness, becomes 
in this process. Weakness in meth­
OQ«:>lOIZV can jeopardize the assurance with 
can trust the results of a study. 
EIlllpiriaill adequacy, or the "influence of 
study results on theory generation or re­
llm:ment" (p. 64), assures that the conclu­
reflect the data (Fawcett & Downs, 
986). For research to be useful, then, its 
me:l.n()a(J'IO~:y must be sound. 
Method 
Sample. The sample chosen for this 
was delimited to research articles in 
, Therapeutic Recreation Journal from 
,'. 986 through 1990. Although at the time of 
study several journals specifically for 
therapeutic recreation existed in North 
(e.g., Therapeutic Recreation 
Journal of Leisurability, and An­
nual in Therapeutic Recreation). Therapeu­
tic Recreation Journal was the only one se­
lected for two reasons. First, this study was 
conducted in the Spring and Summer of 
, 1991. At that time, the Annual in Therapeu­
tic Recreation was beginning its second year 
and had a ne~ editor. Second, the Journal of 
Leisurability published only six research ar­
ticles during the years 1986 to 1990. The 
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researchers determined that the articles 
from these two journals were not sufficient 
in number to include in this study. Inclu­
sion criteria for the Therapeutic Recreation 
Journal were: (a) only articles that were 
identified under the heading "Research" in 
the table of contents, and (b) only those is­
sues published during the five years of 1986 
through 1990. These dates of 1986 through 
1990 were chosen to update previous works 
by Mannell (1983), Compton (1984) and 
Witt (1988) that addressed the topic of 
therapeutic recreation research up until 
1986. Additionally, a study of the "current" 
status of therapeutic recreation research 
warranted that the time frame for this study 
span only recent years. A total of47 articles 
were eligible for this sample. One was elimi­
nated because although it was listed under 
the research heading, it addressed research 
methodology and did not report findings 
from a research study. 
Instrument and procedure. A modified 
version of the evaluation instrument that 
Riddick et al. (1984) used for an examina­
tion of research methodology for the Jour­
nal of Leisure Research was used in this 
study. The first questions gathered informa­
tion dealing with author affiliation, titles, 
and topics. Subsequent areas specifiClillly ad­
dressed the methodological qualities. 
Riddick et al.'s (1984). original instru­
ment evaluated most of the articles' ele­
ments using a scale that ranged from 
"none" (criterion not addressed), "poor" 
(unclear jf criterion addressed/met), "ade- • 
quate" (criterion addressed/met), to "good" 
(criterion addressed/met and exceeded). 
Modifications to the original instrument for 
the present study consisted of only three 
changes. First, questions were added that in­
cluded qualitative methods and techniques 
in the design and analysis sections since the 
original instrument addressed only quanti­
tative methods. Second, a question that ad­
dressed the presence and quality of recom­
mendations made in~ach study was added. 
Finally, the conclusion'section of the origi­
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nal instrument which asked for only "yes" 
or "no" answers on four criteria (i.e., con­
gruence of conclusions and research prob­
lem, limitations, implications, and recom­
mendations) was expanded to "none," 
"poor," "adequate," or "good" on the modi­
fied version. 
Other than the changes indicated, the 
evaluation criteria for this study were the 
same as those used by Riddick et al. (1984). 
The criteria consisted of five major areas: 
problem statement, data characteristics, 
data analysis, conclusions, and overall 
, rating. 
Problem statement addressed four sub­
criteria: (a) clarity of objectives (or how well 
the author(s) stated the intentions of the 
study); (b) theoretical (or conceptual) base 
clearly identified as the framework for the 
study; (c) clarity of hypothesis or research 
questions (including hypotheses that were 
implied but not clearly stated); and (d) oper­
ationalization ofconcepts so that the reader 
has concrete knowledge of the concepts ad­
dressed. The criteria addressing objectives 
and operationalization were evaluated using 
the aforementioned scale ranging from 
"none" to "good," while the existence of 
theory and hypotheses were judged using a 
"yes/no" response. 
The information collected from the sec­
tion on data characteristics was largely de­
mographic and descriptive. With the excep­
tion of reliability and validity, the criteria 
were not counted in the overall evaluation. 
Data characteristics evaluated eight criteria: 
(a) the presence and type ofstudy design; (b) 
data collection method (i.e., observation, 
questionnaire, interview); (c) the location of 
the study (United States or other country); 
(d) sampling universe (from where the sam­
ple was taken); (e) sampling methods (Le., 
probability, convenience); (0 sample size; 
and (g) validity and reliability (including 
discussion and use ofstatistics where appro­
priate). These criteria either, reported raw 
numbers and percentages or were rated by a 
"yes/no" scale. 
Data analysis addressed four criteria: (a) 
justification ofanalysis techniques; (b) level 
of analysis (univariate, bivariate, multivari_ 
ate or enumeration, constant comparison 
analytic induction); (c) type of analysis ' 
ployed; and (d) use of tests of slgillfi(~anice 
where appropriate. These were rated 
the "none" to "good" scale. 
The conclusions section of the 
ment evaluated four criteria: (a) cm1at'"I1,..",," 
between purpose and conclusions; (b) 
nition oflimitations; (c) implications for 
searchers and/or practitioners; and (d) 
ommendations of the study. The ,",Vt''''LL-' 
sions criteria were rated using the "none" 
"good" scale as well. 
The overall rating was based on 
soundness of the study as a whole. Each 
viewer gave a subjective score ranging 
"poor" to "good" to represent each 
methodological adequacy. 
Reliability. Previous 
analyses (Riddick et al. 1984; Stokes 
Miller, 1975) utilized two separate N''II''f'UfPrt:. 
to assure reliability for the review. 
the current study also determined int'......~'t"", 
reliability by comparing the evaluations 
two different reviewers. Both 
practiced on sample reviews and met 
discussion to become familiar with the 
cess and to identify potential barriers 
to engaging in the analysis. Practice an,llYlres 
yielded high levels of agreement 
better). At the time of analysis, one 
was a graduate student completing the 
ter's program in therapeutic recreation 
major research university. She was in 
last semester of ber program and bad 
pleted her own research. The other re'\!'levver 
was a faculty member in therapeutic 
ation at the same university. Each re",evver 
evaluated each of the 46 articles IUdlepcm 
dently. Following initial independent 
views, the reviewers discussed their 
tions. Initial interrater agreement was 
ranging from 64% to 93% on tbe five 
ries for all articles. For areas of dis:alU'e~ 
ment, in depth clarification and IU~'Llll'''''-:: 
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tion was conducted to reach consensus on 
•all articles. 
Results 
Demographics were collected on au­
thors, their affiliations, and the topics of the 
articles. Results showed that the articles rep­
resented 49 different institutions; 32 of 
which were colleges and universities and 17 
agencies ofpractice. Thirty-three percent of 
the articles had single authors while the re­
maining 67% ofthe articles had multiple au­
thors. The length ofarticles ranged from six 
to fifteen pages. Results of the five criteria 
areas of the methodological review are de­
scribed below. 
Problem statement. Eighty-nine percent 
of the articles reviewed contained a clear 
problem statement (i.e., were rated ade­
quate or good), however, 11% were consid­
ered less than adequate. Those judged less 
than adequate failed to indicate directly the 
intent ofthe study. In these cases, the reader 
was required to complete the article to de­
termine what the research was attempting 
to do. 
Only 26% of the articles had a defined 
theoretical or conceptual basis for the study. 
The most common theory !conceptual bases 
were the self-efficacy theory (n = 4) by Ban­
dura (1977) and the Continuity Theory (n 
= 2) by Atchley (1980). Other theories in­
. cluded attribution, cognitive, learned help- i 
lessness, flow, plasticity, and personality the- ; 
ories, each ofwhich was used only once. I 
Hypotheses or research questions were 1 
stated clearly in 43% of the articles. Re-I 
search questions were not stated, but im- 1 
plied, in 37% of the articles. Twenty per- ; 
cent, however, did not propose research' 
questions or hypotheses at all. The majority: 
of the articles (82%) operationalized appro-I 
priate concepts clearly. Seventeen percent! 
. were judged to be less than adequate. See! 
Table L " ' 
Data Characteristics. Eighty-seven perJ 
pent of the studies used quantitative meth-· 
Second Quarter 1994 
Table 1. 

Methodological Adequacy of Problem 





, Poor 11% (5) 
: Adequate 67% (31) 
Good 22% (10) , 
1fheoretical Base 
No 74% (34) 
i Yes 26% (12) 
Hypotheses 
No 20% (9) 
No, but implied 37% (17) 
Yes 43% (20) 
Concepts Operationalized 
Poor 17% (8) 
Adequate 67% (31) 
Good 15% (7) 
Note. Totals' may not equal 100% due to 
I rounding error. 
ods while 4% used qualitative methods. 
Nine percent used both qualitative and 
quantitative methods. The most common 
quantitative research designs were the exper­
imental (37%), with just over half using a 
control group, and the survey design (30%). 
Approximately 9% ofthe studies used an in­
terview design, while another 9% used a sin­
gle subject design, and 4% conducted case 
studies. Eleven percent used other methods 
including observation, experience sam-' 
pling, validity studies, and the Delphi tech­
nique. Only 24% of the studies used proba­
bility sampling, while 63% of the studies 
used non-probability samples (convenience 
or purposive). Nine percent of the studies 
used both probability and convenience 
sampling methods. Four percent ofthe stud­
ies did not report sample techniques. 
Descriptive statistics showed that the size 
ofthe samples ranged from two to 1800 sub­
jeets. Most of the studies were conducted in 
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the United States (87%), with the remaining 
13% conducted in Canada. Response rates 
ranged from 38% to 100% with a mode of 
95% (n = 26) return. Several different popu­
lation types were examined. Although no 
disability group stood out, the most com­
monly studied disability group was people 
with physical disabilities ( 17%). Older adults 
and psychiatric populations, including ad­
dictive behaviors, were addressed in 13% of 
the studies each. Subjects· with autism and 
mental retardation, recreation and related 
health care agencies, and educator/student 
groups each comprised 9% of those ad­
dressed. Families ofpeople with disabilities, 
and people with eating disorders each made 
up 4% of the total. The remaining 9% ofthe 
studies identified other disability groups in­
cluding people with multiple disabilities, 
groups comprised ofa variety ofdisabilities, 
and individuals without disabilities, with no 
group making up more than 2% ofthe totaL 
Forty eight percent of the studies ad­
dressed validity, however, only 30% dis­
cussed it. For those studies where statistics 
were appropriate (n == 25), only 16% cited 
Table 2. 

Methodological Adequacy of Data Characteristics Criteria (N = 46) 

% (n) % (n) 
Methods Population Addressed 
Quantitative 87% (40) Physical disabilities 
Qualitative 4% (2) Older Adults 
Both quantitative & TR Professional 
qualitative 9% (4) Organizations 13% (6) 
Study design Psychiatric (incl. addictions) 13% (6) 
Survey/questionnaire 30% (14) Recreation & Health Agencies 9% (4) 
Experimental 37% (17) Educators/Students 9% (4) 
-with control 20% (9) Mental Retardation/Autism 9% (4) 
-without control 17% (8) Eating Disorders 4% (2) 
Interview 9% (4) Families of clients/participants 4% (2)· 
Single subject 9% (4) Other (multiple disabilities, 
Case study 4% (2) combination of disabilities, 
Other (observation, validity, non-disabled) 
experience sampling, VaHdity 
Delphi) 11% (5) Addressed validity 
Sampling Discussed validity 
Probability 24% (11) Used statistics to report 
Non-probability (n = 25) 
(convenient or Reliability 
purposive) 63% (29) Addressed reliability 
Both Probability and Discussed reliability 
Non-probability 9% (4) Used statistics to report 
Not Stated 4% (2) (n = 32) 
Location 
United States 87% (40) 
Canada 13% (6) 
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statistics for validity. Sixty-three per­
of the studies addressed the use of reli­
and 58% discussed it. Again, for 
for which statistics of reliabil­
appropriate (n 32),81% cited sta­
for reliability. See Table 2. 
Data Analysis. Only 59% of the articles 
adequate to good justification for the 
techniques used in the study. 
percent were judged to be poor in 
jusltificaticlD and 22% did not offer any justi­
or explanation at all. 
For the studies that used quantitative 
.m~:th()ds, 9% used multivariate statistical 
pnJCec:lur!es for analysis while 66% used bi­
statistical procedures to analyze 
For the purposes ofthis study, bivari­
statistics were defined as correlation, 
. of variance, or T-tests (Blalock, 
The remaining 25% used univariate 
$taltlstllCS such as frequencies and percent-
Six studies used qualitative methods. 
tecchniques included enumeration 
), constant comparison (33%), and ana­
induction (33%). Seventy percent of 
studies (n 43) used tests of signifi-
See Table 3. 
Conclusions. Congruence between the 
'research questions and the conclusions of 
study were adequate or good in 93% of 
studies. Only twenty-eight percent ofthe 
:."'••'UIC;:S, however, were evaluated as ade­
or good in the recognition of Iimita­
of the study, while 46% did not recog­
or did not report any limitations at all. 
J"Utv-l:hf(~e percent of the studies reported 
.-,."'i",,, • ., to good implications for the prac­
while 30% were judged as poor. Sev­
percent of the studies reported no 
~mlplic;aticms. Thirty-seven percent of the 
were judged adequate or good in of­
fering recommendations for the study, 
While 41 % offered no recommendations. It 
should be noted that in several articles im­
. Plications and recommendations were not 
Presented ~\,arately. The reviewers made 
Subjective assessment based on the content 
re!~llTrlino whether the section seemed to be 
Table 3. 

Methodological Adequacy of Data Analysis 

Criteria (N 46) 

% (n) 
Justification of analytic technique 
None 22% (10) 
Poor 20% (9) 
Adequate 48% (22) 
Good 11% (5) 
Highest Level of Analysis 
Quantitative methods (n 44) 
-Multivariate statistics 9% (4) 
-Bivariate statistics 66% (26) 
-Univariate statistics 25% (9) 
Qualitative methods (n 6) 
-Enumeration 33% (2) 
-Constant comparison 33% (2) 
-Analytic induction 33% (2) 
Tests of Significance (n = 43) 
No 30% (13) 
Yes 70% (30) 
intended as implications or recommenda­
tions. See Table 4. 
Summary Rating. The four criteria 
scales (excluding descriptive data from Data 
Characteristics) were considered together 
using a 5-point Likert scale to determine 
one score for the methodological quality for 
each of the articles examined. All criteria 
were weighed equally. While none of the 
studies was rated "very strong" or "very 
weak," 7% were considered "strong," and 
11% were considered "weak." The remain­
ing studies (82%) were rated "adequate" for 
overall methodological soundness. 
Discussion 
Before.discussion, it is important to note 
a potential limitation ofthis study. The pres­
ent study followed the model of previous 
methodological reviews in leisure research 
(e.g., Ri<Jdick et al., 1984; Stokes & Miller, 
1975). Although these reviews employed 
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Table 4. 
Methodological Adequacy of Conclusions 
Criteria (N = 46) 
% (n) 
Congruence 
Poor 7% (3) 
Adequate 67% (31) 
Good 26% (12) 
Recognition of Limitations 
None 46% (21) 
Poor 26% (12) 
Adequate 17% (8) 
Good 11% .(5) 
Implications for the Practitioner 
None 17% (8) 
Poor 30% (14) 
Adequate 44% (20) 
Good 9% (4) 
Recommendations 
None 41% (19) 
Poor 22% (10) 
Adequate 30% (14) 
Good 7% (3) 
only two reviewers for each article, the po­
tential for problems became evident within 
this study. Initial interrater reliability 
seemed relatively low and required discus­
sion to reach agreement on several studies. 
It is possible that the abilities of the two re­
viewers differed too greatly given their cre­
dentials. While precautions such as training 
and practice were taken to assure fairness 
between the two reviewers, the presence ofa 
third reviewer might have facilitated earlier 
consensus. It is equally possible, however, 
that a third reviewer may have created fur­
ther disagreement. 
The purpose ofthis study was to evaluate 
the methodological quality of research arti­
cles in Therapeutic Recreation Journal from 
1986 to 1990. Perhaps the most striking re­
sult of this analysis is that although some 
areas of therapeutic recreation research 
methodology show improvement, 
areas have not changed substantially 
the previous evaluations discussed 
Mannell, 1983; Iso-Ahola, 1988; 
1988). Based on the results, several",uJll~:rn~;" 
regarding methodological soundness of 
sample in question can be raised. First, 
tively few researchers based their studies on ., 
any theoretical or conceptual ., 
As noted by Fawcett and Downs (1986), 
ories provide a structure for nt,.,....,r,.,.t<>'''".. 
of data. A theory's function is to "A••~__,a.. 
explain, or predict limited properties 
ity" (Fawcett & Downs, 1986, p. 3). "'vln'''..·. 
ter (1991) stated that a profession must 
a valid body of theory for practitioners 
know not only what and how to do, but 
why they do it. Lack of a theoretical 
therefore, defeats the purpose of the 
search. Without generating or 
theory, little is contributed to the ntvlvr.t, 
knowledge. 
Second, the types and sophistication 
research designs have not changed 
since Iso-Ahola's assessment of reSl:arcn 
to 1982. Although used less often than a 
cade ago, survey research is still a \,-V'I.UU."I 
technique. The use of survey ""'OL'1\JU"'UC' 
creased greatly from 68% of the 
38% between 1978-1986 (Witt, 1988) 
these data indicated that it plateaued . 
was still used almost one third of the 
between 1986 and 1990 in this study. 
survey research is a valid method 
researchers should be careful not 
upon it too heavily. The 
method was also popular according 
data, however, just over half of the 
mental studies used a control 
Dattilo et al. (1991) noted, much reS<lan::ll 
therapeutic recreation is actually 
perimental in which "the control 
ous variables is often sacrificed in 
realism" (p. 86). While attaining 
the loss of control compromises 
rity of the study. Therefore, for 
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application ofdifferent and non­
ldltlon;al methods should be considered 
'tw4:J reaso,ns. First, human behavior, espe­
that ofpeople with disabilities, cannot 
be measured by traditional quantita­
apJ)rOiaCl:lles. Interpretive methods, for 
offer a good way to understand 
experiences of selected populations 
rIender~,on, 1991; Taylor &Bogdan, 1984). 
and Howe (1993) supported qualita­
research for therapeutic recreation since 
recreation is a "process that 
psychosocial outcomes" (p. 234) 
outcomes are often best under­
by observations and conversation 
than testing. Other non-traditional 
m~)tncX1S such as single subject research ad­
many ofthe problems ofexperimental 
r~lellJrch such as low sample size and diver­
within one sample. The results of this 
showed that non-traditional types of 
such as single subject or qualitative 
m4eth'oo()101~eS were used to some extent. 
finding is encoura~ng since it is be­
clear that the uniqueness of some 
disabilities are best explored 
alternative measures. Other meth­
such as case studies, in-depth inter­
and experience sampling were noted 
>among this sample and should be encour­
aged further to address some of the unique 
circumstances of people with disabilities. 
.. A second reason that therapeutic recre­
ation research should use alternative meth­
is the growing demand for efficacy re­
in therapeutic recreation. Currently, 
U<llQltlonaI formal quantitative pre and post 
designs are accepted as rigorous and as 
.. yielding efficacious results. As noted, how­
ever, researching people with disabilities 
several barriers to using experimental 
'.1'1,,,-,•••_- For eXllmple, ethical considerations 
regarding denihl ofservices to potential con­
trol groups as well as difficulties with proba­
bility sampling due to small samples (Dat­
tilo et aI., 1991) seriously compromise the 
integrity ofan experimental design. Qualita­
tive methods, for example, when applied ap­
propriately contain just as much rigor and 
control as traditional quantitative ap­
proaches thus lending equally to efficacy 
concerns (Guba & Lincoln, 1981; Hender­
son, 1991; Stumbo and Little, 1993). 
Using multiple methods or triangulation 
can address problems of efficacy as well. 
Triangulation is the "use ofseveral different 
research methods to test the same finding" 
(Babbie, 1992, p. 109). Babbie (1 992} noted 
how triangulation addresses the problem of 
inherent weaknesses in individual research 
methods. Howe and Keller (1988) suggested 
that triangulation ofstudies allowed qualita­
tive methods to enrich a quantitative design 
and "enable greater depth of understand­
ing" (p. 44). 
A related concern generated by this study 
centered around the fact that many re­
searchers only mentioned reliability and va­
lidity of instruments but did not elaborate 
on them. Additionally, few of these studies 
offered discussion or statistics concerning 
rigor. Without the assurance of reliable and 
valid results,conclusions can be considered 
suspect at best, thus compromising account­
ability for efficacy. 
A final concern about methodological 
soundness raised in this study stems from 
the fact that many discussions ended 
abruptly rather than addressing limitations, 
suggesting implications, or offering recom­
mendations for practitioners or researchers. 
As noted, almost half of the articles did not 
address limitations, just over half did not 
address implications, and more than a third 
did not address recommendations. If re­
search is to contribute to the body ofknow1­
edge, it must encourage replication and lon­
~tudinal pursuits through the analysis of 
study limitations. Implications and recom­
mendations should be discussed to make 
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the results usable for both researchers and 
practitioners for future pursuits and appli­
cations. 
Implications and Recommendations 
As noted, the consequences ofpoorly de­
signed and executed research studies may be 
severe for the field oftherapeutic recreation. 
Some of the problems noted in this sample 
were identified almost ten years ago in a sim­
ilar methodological review of leisure re­
search. Riddick, et a1. (1984) identified poor 
use of theoretical bases, dominance of sur­
vey design, and problems with reporting reli­
able and valid measures as methodological 
weaknesses of research reported in the Jour­
nal 0/Leisure Research, 1978 to 1982. Re­
searchers and practitioners in the field of 
therapeutic recreation must learn from their 
past and the past ofother researchers to rec­
ognize the weaknesses in therapeutic recre­
ation research and work to eliminate them. 
Several implications may be drawn from 
this study. First, professionals who under­
take research must be mindful of the ulti­
mate purposes ofresearch: testing and build­
ing theory to contribute to the body of 
knowledge. Researchers must take the re­
sponsibility to be fumiliar with all criteria 
for adequacy. Many recommendations 
have been offered for how to improve the 
status of research in therapeutic recreation 
(cf. Compton, 1989; Coyle, Kinney, & 
Shank, 1991; ISO-Ahola, 1988; Witt, 1988). 
Based on the results of this study, it seems 
that knowledge of research must begin early 
in the professional's career so that entry 
level therapeutic recreation specialists can 
be good consumers and developers of re­
search. College and university programs can 
begin to address this need through requiring 
research methods courses for undergradu­
ates rather than only on the master's levels. 
Faculty may want to evaluate their research 
methods course objectives to assure that cri­
teria of methodological adequacy as well as 
the identification ofrelevant theories are ad. 
dressed sufficiently. 
Additionally, these programs should in­
corporate avenues for teachi~g alternative 
methodologies beyond strictIy ·qu:anttta1tive: 
designs. In addition to qualitative and single 
subject designs, other non-traditional 
signs and techniques such as focus 
(e.g., Morgan, 1988), experience -U>P"UJo:: 
(e.g., Csikszentmihalyi & LeFevre, 
participant observation (e.g., Jorgensen,.; 
1989), and interviewing (e.g., Malik, 
ton-Shaeffer, & Kleiber, 1991) can be 
ularly useful when conducting research 
people with disabilities. 
Second, for those practitioners already' 
the field, a structured, week long u,~."' ...'''' 
like the Therapeutic Recreation U~Q'll<'I''''~·' 
ment School or the Recreation Therapy 
stitute could provide research skills and 
sights not available through one or 
classes or workshops. Colleges or . 
sponsorship of a· Therapeutic 
Research Institute could address issues . 
designing, implementing, and o;;VilllU;;II.lIlg 
search in the field of therapeutic recreati( 
A third implication from this study 
veloping creative ways to bring 
skills to the work place. For t1p,!><>rtn'1,'" 
that work closely with other ren.aOlllta:tll 
disciplines such as occupational therapy 
physical therapy, a collaborative request 
a research consultant position might 
ble. While adding a full-time staff 
to a therapeutic recreation 1'I""",rtml 
might be near to impossible for most 
ments, a mutual request from several 
ments (in essence four one quarter 
sitions) might secure a consultant 
would be responsible to help in 
implementing, and analyzing research 
any of the disciplines involved. 
Fourth, some ofthe weaknesses in 
peutic recreation research identified by 
study are indirectly related to lack of 
and money. Practitioners and 
have limited resources and thus may 
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those designs and procedures that are 
. their financial and time constraints. 
UnfortUJlately, some rigor within a research 
might be sacrificed as a result ofthese 
COllStl:alIlts. Professional organizations on 
to national levels should attempt to fa­
opportunities to make funds avail-
for research pursuits in therapeutic rec­
Securing funding on the local, state, 
reg~oIlal, and national levels to subsidize 
encourage rigorous designs and imple­
melnlal10n could be the key to eliminating 
of these constraints. 
Finally, journals such as the Therapeutic 

Rel~retltion Journal, the Journal of Leisur­

and the Annual in Therapeutic 

that accept research articles 

consistently re-examine their re­

. Professional journals that re­

rigorous reviews and acceptance crite­

can serve as catalysts to improved re­

quality. 
The essential element of improving the 
of therapeutic recreation research 
lies within the commitment of the re­
and the enlightenment of the 
. Although good research is challeng­
design, many flaws and weaknesses 
avoided. Now, more than ever, thera­
recreation needs efficacy, account­
and credibility. Good, logical, well 
.OI':Vpl"nI·i1 research can contribute to that 
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